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2 ownership are central to the quest for safeguarding ICH . My paper will focus on a number of related issues with a view to raising concerns as a first step to providing solutions.
I will also share my experiences involved in designing a template for UNESCO for the inventorying or "cultural mapping" of ICH in India. As is evident, my paper is based on the experience of an ethnomusicological archive in India, which I believe will have much in common with other parts of Asia. This paper explores the troubled mechanics of the Korean system. The system makes much of historical authenticity, embracing a concept of an original form, or, more accurately, the most original form discovered and documented at the time a Property is appointed. This is the wônhyông, identified and kept without change. While such an historicizing agenda is characteristic of much Korean scholarship and reflects a Confucian philosophical approach that respects the old, the notion of maintaining a given form without change can be challenged by subsequent research, by changing personnel, and by the needs of creation and performance in a contemporary world. The system attempts to counter this by vesting authority in a committee of scholars who conduct primary research, and by appointing, funding, and then requiring 'holders' (poyuja) of Properties, and groups of performers and students, to preserve, perform or make, and teach their art. Needless to say, the appointment process is potentially fraught, and the dual agendas of preservation and presentation do not make good bed-fellows.
The paper explores at length the contemporary conflicting agendas surrounding the Confucian shrine (Munmyo). The ritual is maintained by a Confucian organisation in association with Sônggyun'gwan University (in whose campus the shrine sits). In the 1960s, ritual music and dance was (as it had been before) restored and preserved by members of the former court music institute, and until recently music and dance have been maintained and performed by members of the institute's current state-controlled incarnation, the National Center for Korean Traditional Performing Arts. The Cultural Properties Office (Munhwajae ch'ông), sets the date and funds the ritual, or, at least it did until 2008. The Confucian organisation no longer accepts the government's authority over the ritual, and now that the university runs a dance degree programme, it has begun to challenge the right of dancers from outside taking part, and to change the dance content in line with new research. Based on this example, the paper will ask what constitutes the 'authentic' and who has the authority to oversee the preservation of an ancient ritual. Whatever 'culture' may be, it does not consist of homogeneous agreements between all people in a community. Rather, culture is a site of contestation and continuously re-created by people. Therefore, in studying and safeguarding we should look at processes of producing intangible cultural heritage / living culture, and not only at the products. Furthermore, it would be wrong to neglect the technology involved in these processes, and consider living culture entirely as representations of symbolic meanings. Living culture is the product of human ingenuity and in the performing arts we should look at this technology of enchantment. The power of art objects results from the technological processes that they embody. 'The enchantment of technology is the power that technical processes have of casting a spell over us so that we see the real world in an enchanted form.' (Alfred Gell 1999: 163) I shall discuss some of these issues with examples mainly taken from Sundanese musics in West Java. How do the changing symbolic meanings and value systems related to specific musical practices shape ideas about safeguarding them? If we only look at the symbolic aspects of living culture, it may easily lead to dismissing the necessity for safeguarding, since safeguarding efforts may end up stimulating disputes between the different communities. The safeguarding of ideas and symbolic meanings is impossible and unwanted, as we then deny the dynamics of cultural processes. I shall also argue that safeguarding living culture should not be primarily concerned with (community) ownership, origins or authenticity (nor with questions of 'beauty' and other value judgments), but with the processes of transmitting mainly technical knowledge about how to produce living culture that is now, and will in the future be, important for the communities concerned.
